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THE PROVISION OF ELECTRIC SERVICES 
TI-ROWGHOUT THE STATE OF ARIZONA. 
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) TEP’S COMMECNTS ON THE 
) PROPOSED AMENDMEmS TO 
) THE ELECTRIC COMPETITION 
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11 ) RULES 
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13 Pursuant to the Cornmission’s Procedural Order dated April 21,1999, Tucson E l d c  Power 

14 Company (“TEP” or “Company”) hereby submits its comments on the proposed amendments to the 

15 Retail Electric Competition Rules (“Rules”). TEP makes these cofnments without waiver of its right 

16 to make additional comments in any future rulemaking or other proceeding. 

17 ARTICLE 2. ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

18 R14-2-210. BillinP and Collection 

19 
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21 R14-2-213. Conservatioa 
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A.5.c. This provision should be deleted as the utility or billing entity does have the ability to 

do this and such bills can be estimated in accordance with R14-2-209A.8. and R14-2-1613.K.14. 

Although TEP supports this concept, this Rule should be deleted at this time for the 

following reasons: (i) it-is premature to make this requirement at this time while the Commission and 

the Legislature (because of SRP) need to work together to accomplish these goals on a statewide 

basis; (ii) the Commission will be revisiting the Integrated Resource Planning Rules in I&t of the 

move to competition (these concepts and filing requirements should be explored in the context of 

that proceeding); (iii) to achieve these goals, they should be applied to all Utilities and ESPs (not jus 

Class A and B utilities) and should be considered in the contexr of the System Benefits Charge; and 

(iv) this rquirement should be delayed until after 100 percent statewide competition has commenced 

and the market smcnne has been developed. 
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ARTICLE 16. RETAIL ELECTRIC COMPETITION 

u4-2-160 1. Definitions 

35. “Stranded Cost.” The insertion of “net original cod’  should be deleted and “value” 

hodd remain. Utilization of this term may be inconsistent with assets held under lease 

lrrangements and various regulatory assets. Since the amendment may cause problems later, there is 

io reason why the original term should be changed. 

36. “System Benefits.” The word “non-nuclear” should be added after “nuclear.” This is 

mause coal and generation plants, other than nuclear generating plants, will have decommissioning 

:osts in the future. 

40. “Utility Distribution Company.” TEP objects to the deletion of “constructs” from the 

iefinition. It is and will be the responsibility of the UDC, as a regulated public service corporadon, 

:o be responsible for the construction of the transmission and distribution systems to ensure 

:omistent, safe and reliable service. 

R14-21604. ComDetitive Phases 

AI  and 2. TEP believes that utilizing a single “non-coincident” peak has unintended 

consequences. Only customers with a 1 MW minimum demand should be eligible for direct access. 

Given TEP’s customer base, the non-coincident peak criterion could expand the direct access 

eligibility from the 1 MW customer base to well beyond 20 percent of TEP’s 1995 system retail peak 

demand. It would also have the effect of making the 40 kW aggregation meaningless, as well as 

impose additional burdens with respect to administration. As the 20 percent cap could be easily 

reached, there will be customers who have loads in excess of 1 MW and who will not be able to 

access the competitive market during the transition period. TEP suggests defeting “non-coincident“ 

each time it is referenced in A.l and A.2 and substituting “minimum demand.” 

A.2. In the’ second sentence, TEP suggests deleting ‘‘months” and adding “six months.” 

Doing so will better characterize a customer whose load or usage is more consistently at least 40 kW 

or 16.500 kWh. The sentence would then read: “If peak load data are not available. the 40 kW 
criterion shall be determined to be met if the customer’s w e  exceeded 16.500 k w h  in any six 

months within the last 12 consecutive months.’’ 

. _ -  

. - -  

2 

I 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

R14-2-1606. Services Reuuired to be Made Available 

TEP maintains thar the provision should hcIude a statement that all purchased pura B. 
costs shall be recovered through a purchased power adjustment mechanism approved by the 

Commission. TEP disagrees with the position that a purchased power adj-ent mechanism will 
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have the opposite effect of securing the lowest prices for standard off’ customers because the UDC 

would have no incentive to do this if it was just a pass-through. The Commission will oversee the 

signing of any long-term power purchases by the UDC and will have significant ovmight over such 

transactions. TEP’s proposed language is: “After Januarv 1.200’1, power Durchased bv an investor- 

owned Wtilitv Distribution C O ~ R ~ ~ Y  to provide Standard Offer Service shaIl be acuuired through the 

Ooen Market. The Commission shall utilize a Durchased tmwer adiustment mechanism to facilitate 

such transactions.” 

R14-2-1607. Recovew of Stranded Cost of Affected Utilities 

Delete “expanding wholesale or retail markets or oflering a wider scope ofpermitred k 

regulated utility services for profit, among orhers.” As is, t h i s  language suggests that the Affected 

Utility use profits from “expanding [its] wholesale or retail markets” or a “wider scope of permitted 

regulated utility services” to mitigate stranded costs. TEP anticipates that most, if not all, new 

products and services in the elecmc industry will develop in the unregulated, competitive 

marketplace. The very nature of “unregulated” means that the Commission will require that 

profits fiom such activities be used to offset costs in the regulated arena With respect to mitigating 

with regulated utility profits, this is inconsistent with cost-based, rate-of-return regulation. The 

provision should be replaced with: “The Affected Utilities shall take every reasonable. cost- 

effective measure to rnitipae or o a e t  Stranded Cost by reducing costs.” 

I 

F. TEP disagrees with the self-generation exclusion. If the Rule is not modified to 

ensure that customeri-Gho choose to self-generate are responsible for stranded costs just as any o&er 

existing customer, a potentially large and improper economic incentive for self-generation will be 

created. This  is due to the ability of such customers to avoid stranded Gost charges. The result of the 

Rule as written will be to significantly increase uneconomic self-generation, while increasing 

stranded cost burdens on customers who purchase their power in the competitive marketplace. 

Therefore, the word “self-generation” should be deleted from the second sentence. 
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G.  TEP requests that the following language be inserted at the end: “Subiect to 

Commission approval, neither Section F or G of this Rule shall preclude an Affected UtiLiiy from 

implementing stand-by tariffs that recover appropriate stranded costs or from ~novidlnp other 

opportunities to recover such resultant stranded costs-’’ This language is necessary to ensure thar 
Affected Utilities have the opportunity to request approval of tariffs to ensure stranded cost shortfdls 

resulting fkom conditions completely outside the control of the Affected Utility. 

R14-2-1609, Transmission and Distribution Access 

D. TEP recommends that the language be amended as follows: “The Commission 

believes that an Independent Scheduling Administrator is necessary in order to provide non- 

discriminatory retail access to facilitate a robust and efficient electricitv market. Therefore. those 

Affected Utilities that own or omrate Arizona Bansmission facilities shall Dartichate in the 

formation of an k z o n a  Independent Scheduliw Administrator (“AISA”), which shall file with the 

Federal Energy Remdatorv Commission, within 60 davs of this Commission’s adoption of final d e s  

herein, for approval of an Indewndent Schcduiinp Administrator, which may have the following 

characteristics if the AISA determines such characteristics are apmomiate:”. The puzpose of these 

changes is because Affected Utilities cannot form an independent entity without participation of 

othm who are not under Commission jurisdiction. Further, the AISA, with its independent h a r d  

and broad stakeholder representation, should determine what functions it must carry out as these 

functions may change over time as circumstances wanant. Therefore, with respect to 1,2,3, and 4 

of D., wherever the word “sha2r‘ is used, ir should be replaced with ‘b~.” 

D.5. This should be deleted in its entirety because within the AISA, there has been no 

discussion of taking on such a responsibility, which is very different from all other MSA activities to 

m u r e  fair access to the transmission system. The existing FERC-sanctioned Regional Transnission 

I Associations have creafi  such a process. 
’ R14-2-1612. Service Qualitv. Consumer Protection. Safetv and BiUinP Requirements 

TEP strongly objects to the inclusion of the last two sentences that permit the use of 

load profiling for predictable loads. All accounts greater than 20 kW or IO0,OOO kWh annually 

should be required to have interval meters to be eligible for direct access. TEP has consistently 

maintained that there are many reasons why load profiling fails to adequately address various issues 

including economic efficiency, system reliability, proper allocation of costs to customers and proper 
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1 allocation of costs to third-party suppliers. These issues were explained in detail in rhe Commicsion 
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Report submitted by the Unbundled Services and Standard OfSer Working Group on November 3, 

1997 (“Report”).’ Section VI1.F. of the Report titled “Unresolved Issues Regarding Load Profiling” 

provides as follows: 

The consensus of the Working Group was that the development of a load 
profiling methodology would require considerably more time to resolve than was 
available. There are four principal interrelated issues surrounding load profiling: (1) 
Economic efficiency; (2) System reliability; (3 )  Proper allocation of energy cost 
responsibility to customers; and (4) Proper allocation of energy cost responsibility to 
third party suppliers.’ 
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To date, these issues remain unresolved. Load profiling should most properly be viewed as a 

temporary and expedient approach for small customers less that 20 kW or 100,000 kWh There is no 

justification to avoid the use of internal metering in favor of load profiling. TEP believes that, unnl 

the principal issues are adequately addressed, the original language as set forth in the Rule should be 

kept. 

Moreover, the proposed amendment assumes that load profiles exist for hourly consumption 

data, which is not true in many cases. Also, as loads are determined by an Affected Utilities’ 

unmetered tariffs, only the Affected Utility (and not the ESP) is in a position to determine whether 

the load is predictable. For these reasons, IEP requests that the following language be deleted: 

“Predictable loads will be permitted to use load pro*files to sarisfi she requirement of hour& 

consumprion dara. The Affected Utilip or Elecrric Service Provider will rnah the determimrion i fa  
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load is predictable.” TEP also requests that the word “should” in the first sentence be changed to 
,,M.’’ 

... . --. 

. _ .  
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... 

’ The d o n  of rhe Report relaring to load profiling is anached hereto as attach men^ A. 

’ These four principal issues are discussed in grearer detail in Attachment A. 
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R14-2-1613. Reportin? Requirements 

TEP questions the need for the amount o f  i n f o d o n  required to be provided in the Rule. 

kis amount of information will be difficult to compile and increase the costs that, ultimately, 

xstomen will be required to pay. 

R14-21615. Separation of Monopolv and ComDetitive Services 

TEP believes that it will be unable to separate its generation and transmission assets 

,y January 1,200 1, and, therefore, suggests that the date be changed to ”2003” in the first sentence. 

bloreover, there may be lease and bond restrictions on the Company’s ability to comply with this. It 

dso may be less costly to effectuate the transfer to the extent the Affected Utility can trarx&kr the 

=sets to a subsidiary. Therefore, TEP suggests the language be amended as follows: “4 
:ompetitive peneration assets and Competitive Services shall be separated from an Affected Utiliv 

pior to 2003. Such separation shall either be to an unaffXated party, to a se~arate cornme f i l i a t e  

3r affiliates or to a subsidw.  If an Affected Utilitv chooses to transfer its comwtitive generation 

assets or Competitive Services to a competitive affiliate or subsidiary. such transfer shall be at a 

value determined bv the Commission to be fair and reasonable. The Commission mav waive or 

modi& this requirement to the extent necessary to achieve the least cost to cusmrners andor address 

A. 

financial restrictions for such assets.” 

R14-2-1618. Disclosure of Information 

TEP believes that, in dxmy,  disclosing a load-serving entity’s resource mix may be a worthy 

goal from society’s perspective. However, fiom a practical standpoint, the costs and efforts required 

to track and administer such things as composition of the resource portfolio, the fuel mix o f  that 

portfolio and its emission characteristics are at least substantial, and more rban likely burdensome, 

from the customer’s, #-well as the load-serving entity’s, perspective. If, in the future, technological 

. . .  
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dvances regarding developing and tracking such information make it readily available, the costs of 

5sciosing it may not be prohibitive, but such is not the case at present. Therefore, the Rule should 

be deleted. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 14th day of May, 1999. 

TUCSON ELECTRJC POWER COMPANY 

By: 

Counsel, Regulatory Affairs 
Legal Department - DB203 
220 West Sixth Street - P.O. Box 71 1 
Tucson, Arizona 85702 

Original and ten copies of the foregoing 
filed this 14th day of May, 1999, with: 

Docket Control 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered 
this 14th day of May, 1999, to: 

Teem Wolfe, Hearing Offices 
Hearing Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, A r i z o ~  85007 

Paul Bullis, Chief Counsel 
Legal Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSI0f.J 
1200 West Washmgton Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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Ray Williamson, Acting Director 
Utilities Division 
W O N A  CORPORA?ION COMM[SSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, A r i 2 0 ~  85007 

Copy of  the foregoing mailed 
this 14th day of May, 1999, to: 

Distribution list for 
Docket No. RE-OOOOOC-94-0 165 

4d 
3y: Kelly J&n 1 

Secretary for Brkley S. C m l l  
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L'nbundlei Services and S r a n M  Ofkr W&no Grow Vovernber Z .  1997 

purposes of idling rquired services (i.e.? Uanrirnission and a n d q  sm:ices). 
-1 

.~-e=eci Uuliry's currenr FERC open access miff- modiffcarion 10 facihre  Garz access and to 
fully accarnmodare rerail access, hen rhe Arizona Corporaion Commission may have TO cooperate 0; 
concar whh the incxtmbent uuIiues for an unbundled r e d  nanmiS 1 sion -&Et0 the FERC. 

If ir is found & 

~ 

13. ISSUE: Data -4ccess Frequency and Timeliness. Ihe consems was rhar acczss to meTe: CZU 

snould be at a minimum on a monthIy basis for validzed meter mLs neszssa.I; for billing pqoses .  S U C ~  
informarion should be made availabie ro &e elearonic mzilbox -~%h.n 2$ houn of rhe acnral rnerer r e d  

i4. ISSUE: Metering Cemiiication Process. The COIIS~~SUS wzs thar d1 m e b n  persomz! should be 
subject to a csrificauon process. All merering agenrs and th&- indiViauzl servicc pgsonnel mu; bt: 
cmified to insure the safe and reliable opemion o f  the meterkg rystezl. Since the ESPs ma &e 
mu: obtain a CC&N for do* merering and meter-reachg in .bizom the consensus w t f ~ r  dl pvries 
are terrified as parc of their compiiance with dx3r CCkN. As ,cu. of rhek CC&V fiiings, S& will 
require the ESP's md the Mi's to presea the procedure used 10 veri* rhe cenificaion of LFleir m e : e a  
pezsonnei. 

- 

- 

15. ISSUE: Should Load Prof- Be Mowed? Load prolihg is &e proczss of &.ring 2 
customer's hourly load _drape based on an appropriate sample of hinorid u s q e  parr- for m i l ;  
simred ctstomers. Tnere was consensus that load pfilin: shouId be dowed as an economic dtm~* '  % 

to houriy merer reding. A proposal was m d e  thar cusomexs under 20 kW, at l e s i  bidaily, be @rL& 
10 use load proiilins~ to sadsfy the requiremems fa houriy consumpuon d a a  Such a load proi ihs  
provision &odd include the rquiremem for a s t a&idy  siedcanr  merered load sampling basis 10 Deer 
scheduling and s e n l a e m  requiixmem. The method for allocadng cost responsibiliry to ESP's for my 
irreconcilable merm imbalance h e s  resulting &om rhe k m r e s  LJStTijaucz3 by load pro5iing 
rem&m&ed- Ultimate impIemenizion of homly metering for customers under 20 k W  will 
be dzcennined by the qxrienc:: gained with the applimion of load proEing as well as thts economics of 
sysrem-wide hourly merering implementation. The Mines and the Coatition noLe thar rhe apmopriate 
minimum level for requiring hourly merering may be kt the 20-50 k W  raqe, as fiu b e s  deterhrin-od in 
California. APS suggem that consideration shoulu be $en 10 eqsahg kW to k w h  to facilirats the 
idatification of customers eiigiile for Ioad profiling. 

- 

I Load profiling methodologies need to be periodicdly reviewed by the Commission KO deteminz 
wnerhc ir is appropriare TO c o n h e  tbeir use. The inacaracies inherent in load profiling m y  
disadvantage some customers by requiring that they pay based on a load profile that is &€eezr than their 
OUT.. ACPL.2 sua,a,sts that customers shodd be heid W e s s  &om any negative consequences a a resu!t 
of ~ 5 e  des@ and iniplemenration of load profiling. 11 is essrnrial &e Ioad prof ig  mehodoIog be 
reviewed and updared regUrarIy by the LDC and the ESP's to cnsure rhar k e  profile zdeqmeiy rerZecrs che 
=age pzrrems of the c?~norncr it is modeIing. Ulrimueiy. dymmic Ioac? ?rofrling should be the gozi. if 
Ioad profiiiq conrinuen This would permit rhe ESP's to modify ih? ioza pmfiies of ks cusomers baed 
on 612 most cmienr 9:: inforrnarion and WiIl help re5wt va-izrions b e r w m  the load proiiic mc zcr 
u2ge  zr.C -4 re3ccc a ~ y  misallocarion of costs. 

c 

- c  
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Unbundled Services and Srandvd OEer Workino Grow 

F, C3RESOLVED ISSUES REGARDI3G LOAD PROFILING. 

Novernber 7 1997 

Tne consemu of h e  
Worhng Group was thar the deveiopment of a Ioad profifing merhodolog would require comicerabiy 
more r ime  to resohe rhan was availabie. There are four principal inrerrelared issues surrouncii?p 10aC 
profiling: (1) Economic efficienq; (2)  Synem reiiabiliry; ( 5 )  Proper alIocarion of e n s 3  COST 
responsibiliry ro customers; and (4) Proper allocaion of mezg con reqonsibilisy to rhirci D ~ ~ T V  

sup? liers. 

- 

- -  

1. ISSIX: Economic Efficiency. One of che fundamenral ovariding objetrives of con ;~&t io~  in ap.v 

i n d w  (including the elecmc hdussy) is the artainment of--re: economic escieacy. The prevtiiing 
wisiom on &e subjea d i c ~ e s  that in order 10 achieve chis sod ir is imperarive thar C O ~ ~ e ~  receive 
a?propriare pricing sign& rhat accurarely reflea the cost of the procua h e y  are consrlminp or h e  service 
&hey are receiving. Electric energy is a commodiry which all suppiies reco-ee has a COR tfizr: varies 
&pending on a number of possible factors including &e name o f  the fue! s o m z  for the g m a i o n .  h e  
time of y e a  and the t irne of day in wbxh il is suppIied- AccorCiin$y, the mesolved ksue invoIves 
to besr z.rsu.re &.a consumers receive pncc signals consisem wi& heir  indiviad w e .  

2. ISSLT: System Reliability. +b part of the procedures associad wirh maw SUDUIY, ~G ~ a r r ~  

suppliers will have to fbnish energ schedules for their cunomas, includiq any thaz: may be ioai- 
profiled. In day-ahead planning, rhe anucipated hourly m w  -e of cusfomefs do% w i ~  the 
resourcts necessary IO meet thas demand @Jus resaves) is scheduled with the rrannnission sysrm's 
control area opemor. In a compeddve marker, the schecules of r d  amomer lo& will be furnis;2ed by 
authorized scheduLing emiues, such as aggregators. T k e  scheduling utiucs will be reouired to s ~ m i r :  
schedules in which expected hourly loads and resources are in batance and m a  are proviaeci. I; is 
well understood that actual loads and schedules Will not match peniedy. For rhis ==on, the conno1 atea 
operaror is required by FERC to provide regdanon and f r r e q w q  respnse service, the cost of whit;? is 
charged TO customers as an ancillary servicz. In perfomling this service, rhe control are2 operaror uses 
hutomadc Geztmrion Control (AGC) 10 make Sure tbas resources exactly match load in red rime, 
ensrrring system reliability. I 

- 

- - -  

Some parties are concemzd thar load profiling &=.ease t i e  acctmcy of s c h d h g  proctss. 
thereby making day-ahead planning more di5cu.k- Others point o u  d m  those who submit inaccluare 
schedules wiiI be subject to momhly energ imbalance charges: These charges WilI be 2ssessed ~ & r  
monthly energy usage is apponioned in accordance wih the cuSfornerS' respective loa6 profiles. AI 
parties agree thar rhe load profiling 9rotocol should be designe5 in a way thar mhimkes the oppormnities 
for taking unf" advanmse-ef the schedulinz procss 

3. ISSLZ: Proper Allocation of Costs to Customen. .An addizionaI unresolved issue wirh I o d  
D r O f i k g  is how ro best e m r e  thar consumers are paying an approp&re amounr for rhek individul 
contibudon to the system peak or xo &.e geak hours. This issw o c z !  because every cusomer in 2 
pmicular c ivs  is lumped in wirh d1 others of tbat C~SS and a %=e patrez is deduced for .rhe clzss 2s 2 

whole, ETergy will &en be s&edded to cover she genezibd esimates for rhe c.10m.c clvs's neecis 
WJ+OUZ qeciec considerztion of icdivicud cc.sCOc1S d i h g  plac,~. ('Without houriy meres rhir is 211 
you 60.) Tzis ne&od iru thz &s&x; aisaciwnazes of ( E )  faiiing to monkor &e houriy u e  of 
indivieid c's;oEm, ;;i2ny of wb0;fl may i l rger 'SCS of E . ~ S C ~ C ~ T  <?an kose kiciuaei in Licfr C ~ ~ S S  

eur;.g <;,e EO;: zx;errsive gc& peociq m5 (b) requi,%g ~oniz01 zre2 opmtor (or &e :SO> :o sz?Tiy, 

, 



Enbundied Services ana Smdard O K c  Worklnz C-rouu Yovemoer 3. i 997 

Oi arrange for &e supply of, any a d d i u o d  energ d-nr may be netd?d above h e  e~maTed scheii : 
amounts for those cmomes who are consuming more tfian m~cipzted by rheir gmezauon supplizrs 
wirhout h e  conuol area o p m r  (or the ISO) being able 10 specifically idmtiiy chose inLiviciud 
rmomers who are &e CaLISe of the energ deficiencies. The inabiliry of h e  comzol area operazor (or ISO) 
io iaenufi those individual customers who are these energy absorb=" Ieztds to &e economicdy 
c i s r o h g  effecl of coss brig incurred wirhour proper assipnear ro &e c ' ls~omss causing them. Ir, <le 
absence of hourly merering, ail b~ can be done is cc =sign the adaitionzl c o s  over the enure c i v s  aid 
build them into the customer charges, Drobabiy on zn avmge basis. But h s  SOIUUOR ~g~=in,sr the 
- z i h  of compe~don's objecuves by failing to link cost reSpISib&I')' Io cost causzuon. 

U 

One way to q m r e  zis much allocable ef5ciency as possi'ole is IO require all rime-of-*;.y 
iI.'!iOrmaKiOn capmed by an individual cusEome:'s merer be used in fibs his or her eaeqy w e  - inro h e  
load profile. Thus, for example, a customer n-i'ch a -Lime-of&y maer would &ve his or h s  know3 .on- 
peak hours placed within the on-peak portion of &e load profile. 

4. ISSL?: !mother issue is b t  met= 
suupliers are not being assessed appropriaze COS responsibility for any mer= deiiiciencies rhar have to be 
made up by the control area operaror (or ISO) to e s u r e  energ deliveries to Ioad-~ro&ea cus~0111e.s. 
Unless all load-prodled cllscomers are suppIied by one eaea compmy, rhe imbiiity of the conno1 a r e  
operator (or EO) to identify specdic customers responsible for unscheduled energ adciirions d k :  give2 
hours will consequently render that estiry unable to specifically i d a ~ f y  the energ n r p p l i e r  t h a z  should be 
responsible for the additional COSL A_g* some form of averaging or gen-ed cos will have 10 . 
spread over all suppliers of that paXicd& customer class; t h i s  d, of course, mean that some suppliers 
will pay more than their cworners are actually responsible for and some will pay less. The issue then 
becomes one of finding &e best possible way 10 ensure b t  suppliers pay their f%r share ofthe cos .  

Proper Allocation of Costs to Third P w  Suppliers. 

Vm. BILLING -4iYCD COLLECTIOKS 

A. "RODUCTTON 

On April 9, 1997, the fim mestins w a  heid of the Unbundled Services a d  Snnoard  O f k  
Working Grou?. The obje&ves of the Working Group 2nd &e key issues were developed ax rhis firs: 
rne2ring. At the n m  mering of the Working Group on May 9,1997, the participanrs began ciiscssins 
Cqe key issues. During these ciiscussions, ir became appara thar the implaenradon or the billing z ~ d  
cdlecuon issues would involve much more discussion Tnus, the pasiicipants agreed 10 etnablish 2 Billiztg 
2nd. Collezion Q3 ana C) Subcommircee. Represe3~uves from .eS, A C U ,  Emoq ESI, Tucson Eie&k 
Power, Trico Elecaic Cooperarive, Citizens Uuliues, Sulphur Springs Valley EIe:crric Coo?era%y*e 
(SSVEC), rhe Ciry of Mesa and the Ciry of Tucson volume&- to be on r.?t sabcorrmirz". Tne 
Residential Utility Consumer OEce was also invired to pankipare in the subcoamimz. Dzvid 
j ~ o f S k 7 ,  c ~ % i n x m  of the Working Group, agoinre2 John Wrrll~r o? Lie Comizissiorr SaE 20 he26 &e 
s U b C O I n d r L t P .  
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